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Land use conflict across the airport fence: competing urban policy, 
planning and priority in Australia 
Land use planning within and surrounding privatized Australian capital city 
airports is a fragmented process as a result of: current legislative and policy 
frameworks; competing stakeholder priorities and interests; and inadequate 
coordination and disjointed decision-making. Three Australian case studies are 
examined to detail the context of airport and regional land use planning. 
Stakeholder Land Use Forums within each case study have served to inform the 
procedural dynamics and relationships between airport and regional land use 
decision-making. This paper identifies significant themes and stakeholder 
perspectives regarding on-airport development and broader urban land use policy 
and planning. First, it outlines the concept of the ‘airport city’ and examines the 
model of airport and regional ‘interfaces’. Then, it details the policy context that 
differentiates on-airport land use planning from planning within the surrounding 
region. The paper then analyzes the results of the Land Use Forums identifying 
key themes within the shared and reciprocal interfaces of governance, 
environment, economic development and infrastructure. The paper concludes by 
detailing the implications of this research to broader urban planning and 
highlights the core issues contributing to the fragmentation of airport and 
regional land use planning policy.  
Keywords: Australia, airport privatization, interfaces, land use planning, land use 
policy. 
Introduction  
The privatization of Australian airports was primarily an opportunity to unburden the 
nation from public sector funding of airport development. Between 1996 and 2003 
twenty-two Australian airports, operated by the Federal Airports Corporation (FAC) 
were put to tender in a two-phase process. They have been leased individually on 50 
year terms with an option for a further 49 years (Hooper et al., 2000). 
Since their privatization, Australian capital city airports have emerged as 
significant sub-regional commercial centers creating their own land use regimes within 
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a policy framework of Commonwealth consent (Freestone et al., 2006; Freestone, 
2011). While retaining their primary role as critical aviation interchanges, they have 
also developed a range of profitable terminal and landside retail, commercial and 
industrial businesses. This changing role of the airport, both in Australia and abroad, 
has been identified as the development of an ‘aerotropolis’, ‘airport city’ or ‘airport 
metropolis’ (Kasarda, 1996; 2001; Güller & Güller, 2003; Stevens et al., 2010; 
Freestone & Baker, 2011;). These models of on-airport planning focus on the 
encouragement of aviation related industry, yet also provide for retail and commercial 
services that have limited dependence on air transport or aviation. In the Australian 
context these types of non-aviation development, which draw on metropolitan 
customers, have been a cause for regional concern. On-airport shopping centers, factory 
outlets, hotels and business parks have evolved in a legislative and policy framework 
outside of state and local government control   and at a pace which regional planning 
practitioners are not familiar (Walker & Stevens, 2008). 
This research paper documents the results of a series of Land Use Forums 
attended by over 120 airport and regional stakeholders and decision-makers in relation 
to the reciprocal impacts of airport and regional land use planning.  First, the paper will 
outline the concepts of the ‘airport city’ and the changing role of airports. Second, it 
will detail the airport metropolis ‘interfaces’ (governance, economic development, 
infrastructure and land use planning) as a guiding conceptual framework for this 
research (Stevens et al., 2010). Third, it reviews the neoliberal policy context under 
which privatized on-airport development occurs and examines the land use planning 
aspects of the 2008 Australian National Aviation Policy Review. The paper will then 
present three case study regions (Brisbane, Adelaide and Canberra) in addition to 
detailing the research approach of Land Use Forums. Fourth, the means by which the 
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interfaces are operationalized is outlined, as is the use of thematic extraction on the 
resultant qualitative data. The findings and analysis will present each interface domain 
in turn, identifying the key themes and stakeholder perspectives. In conclusion the paper 
will discuss the cross-cutting relationships between the interfaces and detail some of the 
key implications of this research to broader urban planning policy and practice.  
 
Airport Urban Development 
The role of airports as a center for urban development is an important part of planning 
history and the design of early cities. Most notably, Le Corbusier’s contemporary city 
design integrated the role of the airport into the center - and roof tops - of the urban 
core. Charles Glover’s design in 1931 for King’s Cross Station, London, and Lindy and 
Lewis’ design for Liverpool Station in 1945 provide other examples of the airport as an 
integrated component of the city center (Pearman, 2004). The reality of airport 
development was quite different with post-war state owned airports being located 
considerable distances away from locally managed city centers to provide for 
expansion, safety, and to reduce noise impacts. In Australia, this has resulted in a 
dichotomy of planning systems with airports falling under Commonwealth jurisdiction 
and surrounding lands controlled by local governments (Baker & Freestone, 2012). 
Overtime airports have found themselves located either in or adjacent to cities, where 
urban development has encroached upon them. In many instances state owned aviation 
assets, with vacant land reserves, abut increasingly crowded local and regional 
government urban jurisdictions. World-wide, much of this vacant land on airports has 
generated a new wave of airport-urban development over the last few decades.  
Through processes of commercialization, corporatization and privatization the 
role of the airport has changed. Visions of airport-driven urban development are 
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prominent both in the literature and popular press. Freestone & Baker (2011) provide a 
comprehensive overview of spatial planning models of airport-centered urban 
development, focusing on six dominant models: the Airfront, Decoplex, Airport City, 
Airport Corridor, Aerotropolis, and Airea. These models all place the airport in a 
defining role with respect to the urban environment, at varying scales, from fringe 
related impacts (Airfront) to influencing broader urban and regional networks 
(Aerotropolis, Decoplex). Much of the discourse on these models lies in specialist 
aviation literature and conferences (for example, a Global Airport City conference has 
been offered annually over the last decade), outside of the mainstream planning 
literature; and has impacted airport decision-making world-wide. 
In Australia, the construct of the Airport City has been a guiding factor in the 
development of commercial land uses on privatized capital city airports over the past 
decade. Australian airport operators have developed real estate on airport land in 
recognition of Kasarda’s normative model of the Aerotropolis (for the most recent 
overview of the Aerotropolis see Kasarda & Lindsay, 2011). The Aerotropolis defines 
the airport as the organizing center of an urban core that connects global cities with 
same day service and trade corridors. The center of the city – the Airport City is 
connected by high speed corridors (aerolanes) that link aviation-based business 
precincts, free trade zones, and logistics parks. This vision of the airport sees it as a 
transaction space for the global economy that connects economic hubs and trade zones. 
Brisbane Airport Corporation was one of the first Australian airports to embrace this 
concept and engaged the Airport City vision in developing its land use precincts around 
the airport. Significantly this has included real estate development with limited 
connectivity to the aviation function of the airport and relies upon a regional catchment 
of retail and commercial customers. Other capital city airports soon followed with 
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Canberra, Adelaide and Perth developing non-aviation land uses around the airport. 
Today, all twenty-two Australian privatized airports have established (or have master 
plans in place to establish) non terminal retail and commercial developments on airport 
land.   
Airport Metropolis Interfaces 
A review of the Australian airport literature over the last 100 years serves to 
demonstrate and evidence the compartmentalization of research considerations.  From 
their military importance (1914), to engineering requirements of airport and aviation 
(1920s); to management and public transport recognition (1930s); urban planning 
foresight around encroachment (1951); and an understanding of the economic and social 
advantages for Australia (1950s); to spectacular technological advancement and airport 
upgrades (1960s & 1970s); then as out of favour urban inconveniences and public costs 
(1970s & 1980s); to the attention afforded to Sydney airport’s expansion, in parallel 
with the environmental impact arguments (1990s); deregulation and entrepreneurial 
management approaches (1990s); while the literature regarding privatisation and 
commercialisation of airports in Australian may be regarded as contemporary concerns 
(2000s) (Stevens et al., 2007). A more multifaceted approach is required to better 
interpret the changing role of the modern airport in the urban environment.  
The airport metropolis interface model draws from the Australian experience to 
present a robust structure to conceptualize and assist in the interpretation of airport and 
regional planning and development. Its key strength is the acknowledgement of the 
reciprocal impacts of four key interfaces: economic development, land use, 
infrastructure and governance (Stevens et al., 2010). These interfaces provide a useful 
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structuring idea and are logical and strategically important when considering the range 
of airport and regional issues and opportunities (Figure 1).    
 
Figure 1. The airport metropolis interface model (Stevens et al., 2010, p. 280) 
 
 Stevens et al. (2010) identify the conceptual model of the interfaces as ‘an 
organising device for comprehending the complexity and planning aspects relating to 
the physical and institutional change associated with Australian airports as urban 
activity centres’ (p. 280). 
As a research framework the model is valuable because its primary application 
as four interfaces is uncomplicated, but it remains useful for the interpretation of 
complex systems. It is additionally effective because while each interface may be 
viewed in turn, the acknowledged interdependent nature of the model does not readily 
allow for the compartmentalization of issues. 
 The model may also be recognized as a functional and communicative 
framework (Stevens et al., 2010). The intention here is to assist multiple stakeholder 
groups and multidisciplinary practices understand the interdependent opportunities and 
potential impacts between and within their organizations. In this context the model 
would require the use of external facilitation to ensure each interface is apportioned 
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appropriate value.  Stevens et al. (2010) have also outlined five sustainability criteria – 
economic efficiency, environment, coordination, community and security – which may 
also be used to offer guidance for both private and public decision-makers to recognise 
and reflect upon their ongoing responsibilities and aspirations toward a particular 
interface. 
When operationalizing the model for this research – through the use Land Use 
Forums – the land use interface has been placed as the primary focus in consideration of 
each of the three interface areas of economic development, infrastructure and 
governance. This allows for focused, yet distinct evaluations of airport and regional 
land use planning against the other interfaces. Additionally the inclusion of the 
‘environment’ sustainability criterion permits the acknowledgement of the biophysical 
impacts of airport and regional land use planning, but without the necessity of including 
the entire sustainability evaluation framework.  
The intention is not to relegate the other sustainability criteria to a secondary 
role, but allow for a prioritization of land use planning ‘environment’ considerations.  
The flexibility of the model is such that stakeholders and researchers have the capacity 
to prioritize any or all of the interface domains, and they may also choose to apply 
different sustainability criteria relative to the issues at hand (Stevens et al,. 2010).  
Table 1 provides further detail when considering the scope of the ‘interfaces’ for this 
research endeavor.  
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Land use – Airport and regional statutory and strategic land use planning needs to be recognised in view of the 
issues that arise from the growth of airports as regional and national activity centres. An integrated approach 
may provide focus for the establishment of innovative and entrepreneurial approaches to cooperative 
development. At present the interface divides separate airport and regional planning systems (Stevens et al. 
2010). 
Governance covers all 
formal and informal 
aspects of airport and 
regional decision-
making by both the 
airport operator and 
regional administering 
authorities. Including for 
example: 
commercialization of 
airports; consultative 
procedures; legislation 
and policy; and 
institutional 
arrangements (Stevens et 
al. 2010). 
Infrastructure 
acknowledges the variety 
of physical networks 
required for the effective 
and efficient performance 
of the airport and the 
region (Stevens et al. 
2010). In the context of 
this research there is 
primarily a focus on 
transport infrastructures. 
Economic development 
denotes the evolution of 
direct, indirect and 
induced economic 
activity that is intended 
to maintain and enhance 
airport and regional 
competitive advantage. 
(Stevens et al. 2010). 
Environment embraces 
the protection and 
improvement of bio- 
physical and social 
environmental systems. 
Including for example: 
noise; water and air 
quality; flora and fauna; 
waste management; 
cultural heritage; 
demographic change; 
social infrastructures and 
services; and equality in 
decision making 
processes.  
Table 1.  Airport Metropolis Interface Domains  
Fractured Policy 
There have been significant changes in urban planning decision-making in recent 
decades that respond to spatial management and ownership of land.  The concept of 
neoliberalism in an urban planning context has manifested as a conversion from 
publically managed social democratic solutions to the privileging of market demand and 
private motivation for the allocation of resources (Peck et al., 2009; Sager, 2011). This 
investigation of airport (private) and regional (public) stakeholder responses and 
attitudes to land use planning provides an important case study of this change. Further, 
the research delivers some key insights of this broader neoliberal shift in urban planning 
decision-making.  
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Government no longer appears as the focal point of urban and regional planning 
but just as one of many players in network type configurations. The neoliberal agenda 
has established new partnership agreements, semi-public bodies and contracting 
arrangements between government, business and the community (Healey, 2007). While 
often promoted as providing market efficiencies, neoliberal processes are also 
considered less accessible and indeed transparent than the previous central government 
organisation. They are exclusive in process with limited accountability, creating anxiety 
and suspicion amongst the broader society and even between levels of government 
(Peck & Tickell, 2002; Mouat et al., 2011). When considering airport development, de 
Jong et al. (2008) identifies that as a result planners ‘find themselves in the midst of 
whirls of complexity and conflict, performing difficult institutional work in building 
new policy perspectives and ideas through which to attempt to shape key aspects of 
(spatial) development’ (p. 6).  
Sager’s (2011) comprehensive literature review of neoliberal urban planning 
policies highlights their spatial consequences, and maps their effects on ‘urban 
economic development, infrastructure provision, management of commercial areas, 
housing and neighbourhood renewal’ (p. 148). Significantly within Sager’s (2011) 
analysis of ‘Private sector involvement in financing and operating transport’ he details 
the neo-planning policies for airports, and the literature on the privatisation of  
Australian airports receives significant attention (Hooper et al., 2000; Forsyth, 2002; 
Freestone et al., 2006; May & Hill, 2006; Charles et al., 2007; Freestone & Baker, 
2010). 
In the Australian airport context neoliberalism has resulted in the privatisation of 
public assets through the Airports Act 1996. This federal government administered 
legislation sets out the responsibilities and objects of airport development, regulation, 
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ownership and obligations of airport-lessee companies. While compatible, coordinated 
and integrated land use planning and development is crucial to the discussion of airport 
and regional planning (DoT, 2002; Blanton, 2004; Graham, 2008) this airport policy 
structure has largely restricted these outcomes.  
In recognition of their national asset status the master planning and development 
assessment of Australian privatized airports falls under Commonwealth legislation, 
primarily the Airports Act 1996. Local and state government control of on-airport 
development is prohibited and limited largely to consultative processes. Section 112 of 
the Airports Act 1996 specifically excludes state and local government law from 
applying in relation to land use planning and building activities. Consequently as these 
airports have undertaken the non-aviation development of their land assets, they have 
paid little regard to the planning policy or strategic intent of the surrounding metropolis 
(Freestone et al., 2006; Spiller, 2006).   
This has led to claims that airport non-aviation commercial and retail 
development is impacting on the viability of urban center retailing through the diversion 
of expenditure, often away from intended centers of employment and commerce (FCA, 
2005; Freestone et al., 2006). Conversely, few mechanisms exist for airport input into 
regional planning and development around airports. Airport operators are often alarmed 
by land use planning for consolidated and greenfield residential development under 
flight paths and proposed high-rise airspace interference (FCA, 2004; May & Hill, 
2006). Current local, state, territory and commonwealth legislative frameworks allow 
limited provisions for these mutually dependent stakeholders to endorse, influence or 
veto land use planning decisions of the other (Stevens et al., 2010). 
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National Aviation Policy Review 
In April 2008, the Australian Government initiated a National Aviation Policy Review 
which sought to assist the better integration of privatized airports within the region. At 
this time, an ‘Issues Paper’ was released for public comment, followed by a ‘Green 
Paper’ outlining preliminary proposals (December 2008) and a National Aviation Policy 
White Paper: Flight Path to the Future (White Paper) with proposed policy reforms 
(December 2009). The review covered many issues pertaining to aviation in Australia: 
safety, security, international aviation, domestic and regional aviation, general aviation, 
industry skills and productivity, airport infrastructure and noise impacts (DITRDLG, 
2008). Airport and regional land use planning challenges were highlighted under 
‘airport infrastructure’. 
Following the Green Paper the Australian Government released a discussion 
paper Safeguards for airports and the communities around them in July 2009. This 
discussion paper was to initiate ‘A clear and coordinated national framework for land 
use planning and development controls’ (DITRDLG, 2009a, p. 166). The intention was 
for the Australian Government to work in partnership with state, territory and local 
planning systems on a national technical rule book for off-airport development to assist 
in the protection of airspace and to protect the community from operational and 
catastrophic aviation impacts. Currently in lieu of this framework being advanced the 
Australian Department of Infrastructure and Transport (the Department) is now making 
formal submissions, on behalf of airports, to regional projects deemed to have the 
potential to impact the aviation function of the airport.  
As a consequence of the White Paper, the Australian Government has initiated 
two additional reporting requirements and planning guidelines for airports. As of 
December 2010 all new airport master plans must also detail ‘surface vehicle access 
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plans with measures to mitigate vehicle and traffic impacts’ (DITRDLG, 2011, p. 1). 
Additionally, in January 2011, the Department also released a discussion draft 
Significant Impact on the Local or Regional Community Guide (DITRDLG, 2011). This 
guide is intended to provide information to both the public and industry stakeholders 
about whether a proposed on-airport development ‘triggers the significant impact on the 
local or regional community clause, which is s89(1)(na) of the Airports Act 1996’ 
(DITRDLG, 2011, p. 2). 
While the Department and the White Paper provide ad hoc submissions and 
guidelines which seek to achieve better planning and integrated development, there 
remains limited direction on land use coordination between stakeholders (Freestone & 
Baker, 2010). For this research the use of three case studies will assist in the 
identification of key themes within ‘in practice’ airport and regional land use planning 
and development.  
Airport and Regional Case Studies 
Brisbane, Queensland; Adelaide, South Australia; and Canberra, Australian Capital 
Territory were selected as case study regions. Each presents: significant variance in 
their airport and regional administrative regimes; acknowledged regional land use 
planning conflict; and capacity for further on-airport non-aviation land use 
development. While the individual case studies are recognized as significantly different 
in local context, all share common airport and regional land use planning opportunities 
and challenges.  
Brisbane, Queensland 
Brisbane Airport is Australia’s third-largest airport in terms of passenger movements, 
where 18.9 million passengers passed through in 2009–10 (DITRDLG, 2011b). 
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Brisbane Airport Corporation (BAC) administers and manages a 2400ha airport site 12 
km to the north east of the Brisbane central business district. Brisbane City Council is 
the sole local government administration which adjoins the airport site and the most 
directly impacted by the airports operation. The Queensland state government also plays 
an important role in regional land use planning and administration through the provision 
of aviation orientated state planning policy and the South East Queensland Regional 
Plan 2009 – 2031.  
Adelaide, South Australia  
Adelaide Airport is Australia’s fifth-largest airport in terms of total passenger 
movements, where 7.02 million passengers passed through in 2009–10 (DITRDLG, 
2011b). The airport site is 785ha and located approximately 6 km west of the Adelaide 
central business district, and is administered and managed by Adelaide Airport Limited 
(AAL). Four local government areas surround the airport and are directly affected by 
the operation of the airport. Adelaide airport is within the boundary of the City of West 
Torrens, while the cities of Holdfast Bay, Adelaide and Charles Sturt are adjacent to the 
airport. The South Australian state government plays an important role in planning for 
Adelaide through The 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide. 
Canberra, Australian Capital Territory 
Canberra Airport had a total of 3.26 million passenger movements in 2009–10 
(DITRDLG, 2011b). The airport site is 436ha and located six kilometers from the 
Canberra central business district and is administered and managed by Capital Airport 
Group (CAG). The administrative context for the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) is 
unique in that there is no ‘state’ government or lower house ‘local’ government - it is a 
federally administered territory government. Many of the planning approvals for the 
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ACT are managed by the ACT Planning and Land Authority. In addition, the National 
Capital Authority has planning and approval powers in ‘those areas of continuing 
interest in the strategic planning, promotion, development and enhancement of Canberra 
as the National Capital’ (NCA, 2010, p. 7). The airport is adjacent to the state of New 
South Wales (NSW) and two local government areas within NSW, Queanbeyan and 
Palerang, are subject to noise impacts from the operation of Canberra Airport. 
Research Approach - Land Use Forums 
The literature has established the shift in airport management and highlighted airport 
and regional land use conflict (Hooper et al., 2000; Freestone et al., 2006; May & Hill, 
2006; Spiller, 2006).  However there is limited academic attention in identifying the key 
issues faced by airport and regional stakeholders. The purpose of the Land Use Forums 
was fourfold: i) to identify stakeholders; ii) identify the range of views and policy 
positions; iii) identify key issues, challenges and opportunities; and iv) further foster 
interaction and relationships with stakeholders. 
Beginning in 2008, a Forum was held within each of the three case study 
regions: Adelaide, April 2008; Brisbane, August 2008; and Canberra, December 2008. 
Collectively, these Forums were attended by over 120 representatives from airports, 
airport industries, academia, business representatives, government stakeholders, senior 
policy analysts, and urban planners (Table 2). The Forums provided an open and 
facilitated means for bringing together airport and regional stakeholders and decision-
makers – many of who are often suspicious and, in some cases, litigious with one 
another.  
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Stakeholder Type Areas of 
Interest 
Land-use decision-
making powers 
and focus1 
Attendees Total  
B
ri
sb
an
e 
A
de
la
id
e 
C
an
be
rr
a 
State and territory 
governments 
(including 
departmental 
representatives) 
State and regional 
strategic planning 
Active Regional 10 4 12 26 
 
Academia  Research and 
policy 
Passive Airport 
and 
Regional 
11 4 8 23 
Airport lessees 
companies  
On-airport 
planning and 
development 
Active Airport 12 5 5 22 
Aviation and regional 
infrastructure and 
service providers 
Infrastructure 
support services 
to the airport and 
region  
Passive 
and 
Active 
Airport 
and 
Regional 
2 5 8 15 
Local government 
(including 
departmental 
representatives) 
Local land use 
planning  
Active Regional 6 7 1 14 
Australian 
Government (including 
departmental 
representatives)  
Airport regulatory 
authority 
Active Airport 
and 
Regional 
1 1 5 7 
Consultancy  Airport and 
regional land use 
and infrastructure 
planning  
Passive Airport 
and 
Regional 
2 2 5 9 
Industry advocacy Industry voice 
and government 
lobbying 
Passive Airport 
and 
Regional 
2 1 1 4 
Political (Member of 
Parliament) 
Community 
representation 
Passive Airport 
and 
Regional 
 1  1 
Total 46 30 45 121 
                                                 
1‘Active’ and /or ‘passive’ refers here to the stakeholder ability to direct land use planning 
decision-making within their jurisdiction.   
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Table 2. Land Use Forum Attendees 
In a timely and noteworthy concurrence the National Aviation Policy Review 
was announced just after the program of case study Forums were established – adding 
both significance and value to the research. Much of the government and media focus 
was on the relationships between airport lessees and adjacent local, state and territory 
government stakeholders. For this research it was also important to recognize and 
engage the range of the other significant stakeholder cohorts. The Forums sought to 
include and incorporate the views of: aviation service providers; freight management 
and infrastructure corporations; tourism board and council representatives; chambers of 
business and commerce; members of the emergency services; engineering and airport 
master plan consultants; energy and telecommunications infrastructure providers and 
both private and public transportation infrastructure providers. The Forums did not 
endeavor to incorporate the views of the greater public, but focused on first establishing 
the views of academia, industry and government.  
Methods  
A workshop and seminar approach was utilized at the Forums (Jolles, 2001) and each 
commenced by outlining the intentions and expectations of the current research 
framework. A number of case study stakeholders then presented their views on airport 
and regional land use planning and development. Breakout sessions were conducted in 
four round table groups of up to twelve participants. These sessions examined airport 
and regional land use planning and policy relationships in consideration of three key 
interface areas: governance, infrastructure, and economic development, while a fourth 
group considered land use and environment. The use of interfaces provided a clear 
structure for the Forums and also established a valuable framework for data analysis.   
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The results of the round table sessions were recorded and collated, with the data 
then undergoing inductive thematic analysis. Broadly, thematic analysis is a qualitative 
method where by coding and analyzing a data set, themes are identified (Boyatzis, 
1998; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). It is important to acknowledge that themes do 
not ‘emerge’ from the data, but that the researcher is indeed active in the process having 
either outlined specific questions or in this case a framework around which the data has 
been collected. Here the thematic analyses may be described as data driven as the 
coding was not undertaken to identify particular features of the data set. Braun & Clarke 
(2006) highlight that ‘A theme captures something important about the data in relation 
to the research question, and represents some level of patterned response or meaning 
within the data set’ (p. 82).  
Transcripts of the workshops were generated from recordings taken at each 
round table discussion: land use/governance; land use/infrastructure; land use/economic 
development and land use/environment. For analysis the same sets of round table data 
from each of the case studies were considered together – for example all of the land 
use/governance transcripts from each of case studies were viewed as one data set for 
interpretation and coding. An initial list of codes was then produced by reading the 
transcribed data, identifying the semantic features. 
Working across the data, all notable aspects were identified and coded. These 
codes were then reviewed, identifying similarities and allowing for the generation of an 
initial list of themes. These themes were then reconsidered to ensure that they 
adequately captured the coded data, and were then further examined against the entire 
data set. This established if they indeed articulate an accurate representation of the 
stakeholder agreement or disputation across the three case studies. While the broader 
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themes were now representative of the coded data and entire data set, further analysis 
was required to generate clear and specific definitions of each theme. 
Findings and Analysis: Common Stakeholder Themes 
The results of the Forum series provided a rich resource of stakeholder vision, insight 
and attitude to airport and regional land use planning. The thematic analysis of the 
collective workshop data has assisted in identifying significant themes of stakeholder 
agreement and ongoing stakeholder disenchantment towards land use planning. There 
are several areas where mutual recognition of problems was identified, but the path to 
resolution remains uncertain when considering divisive public and private stakeholder 
perspectives and motivations.  
The following analysis will present each interface area in turn, identifying the 
key themes and stakeholder perspectives common within all of the airport case studies. 
It is of course not possible to include all coded responses within this paper, however 
where appropriate, extracts have been included which reflect the sentiment and 
responses for a stakeholder group in reference to a key theme. 
Governance and land use  
Governance and policy frameworks are seemingly at the core of the discourse relating 
to coordinated and cooperative airport and regional land use in Australia (Donnet et al., 
2008). Stakeholder relationships have been recast in the wake of commercialization and 
privatization of public airport infrastructure (Freestone et al., 2006) and more broadly 
there has been a fundamental change in urban planning decision-making which many 
stakeholders (public, private and community) do not fully recognize or appreciate (Peck 
et al., 2009). Two key themes have been identified from the analysis of airport and 
regional governance and land use planning: legislation limits consultation and divergent 
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planning processes and priority.  
Legislation limits consultation  
Across the case studies airport lessees and government stakeholders acknowledge that 
the key to integrated airport and regional decision-making relies on consultative 
processes established in good faith. Importantly they also recognize that this has only 
recently begun to emerge and has been nurtured largely through informal 
communicative networks outside of statutory consultation processes. Stakeholders 
recognise that legislatively required consultation processes add little to achieving higher 
degrees of cooperation and that a ‘one-size’ statutory approach does not appreciate the 
local context of airport and regional relationships. Stakeholders are unanimous that a 
mixture of both formal and informal clear, direct and regular lines of communication 
need to be established across all areas of the airport business and all tiers of 
government. Separately two state and territory government representatives outlined 
their perspectives on the consultative requirements for integration: “We need more 
effective stakeholder input into the airport and it needs to be a two way street.”  
“From a land use planning perspective you need integration, cooperation and, 
coordination. It is critical, and what you don’t have in around --------- airport, is a 
clear understanding or commitment for the way forward.”  
State, territory and local government stakeholders in each of the case studies 
questioned the absence of Commonwealth consultation during the privatization process. 
The lack of detail transferred to the Australian public and urban and regional decision-
makers has raised persistent issues about transparency and partiality of both the initial 
process and the ongoing federally administered on-airport planning approvals process. 
One senior local government representative highlighted that: “From the outset the 
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privatization process wasn’t transparent and the ongoing approvals processes by the 
Commonwealth continue to be ambiguous”. In each case study, there was regional 
stakeholder anxiety around what may be perceived as the privatization of public interest 
decision-making. A state government manager highlighted their concern: “Do we 
understand the implications of a private entity making public interest decisions – but 
with profit-driven motives”. 
   
Divergent planning processes and priority 
All case study stakeholders appreciate that the processes required for compatible and 
integrated airport and regional land use planning remain multifaceted and complex. 
Regional stakeholders concede that the on-airport arrangements for planning and 
development, under the Airports Act, will continue to have important latent and explicit 
impacts for urban and regional development, across three tiers of Australian 
government. Specifically, these impacts include: the development of commercial and 
retail ‘centers’ on airport land; and the pace at which this development has been 
facilitated by federal government approval processes. A local government 
representative believes: “the airport is developing at its own pace; it has nothing to do 
with city development”. While a state government planner in the same region 
highlighted: “There is tension between urban development, urban context, and the 
airports across Australia”.  
Airport lessees in all of the case studies appreciate that on-airport and aviation 
planning is in the national interest and appropriately the approval processes must 
continue to be the responsibility of the federal government. They agree that the limited 
level of local, state and territory government influence on airport planning should 
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remain. Airport corporations will vigorously oppose any regional interference or further 
federal oversight when it comes to the development of their landside assets. An airport 
lessee executive explains: 
“Our company, as did the other airport lessee companies, paid a lot of money 
for long term leases of the airports, 10 or 11 years ago. We paid that price based on a 
certain set of rules. The rules have changed over time, and they could change again, 
well then there might be compensation issues”. 
Airport lessees are also concerned about the explicit impacts of local and 
regional planning curtailing the aviation function of their assets. In each of the case 
studies they recognize that urban and regional policy has in the past, and continues to, 
see airport regions become increasingly populated through urban consolidation and 
greenfield development. One airport executive recognizes only regional responsibility: 
“the airport expansion is a great opportunity for ---------, but it can only happen if we 
get the regional land use planning right - so we don’t put people in the wrong spots”. 
While another is happy to concede there are two contributing factors: “regional urban 
development and increasing airline traffic together create the problem”.  
Some state government representatives consider that cooperative airport and 
regional spatial planning may support better land use integration: “a recurring theme is 
cross-border coordination, there is a need for sub-regional planning strategies” and 
additionally that: “I think the master plan needs to be done not only for the airport but 
also for the 10km radius that surrounds the airport”.  
While many issues relating to governance and land use planning continue to 
indicate stakeholder difference, propitious aspects are increasingly apparent. Regional 
stakeholders considered that the airport master planning process is becoming more 
sophisticated through acknowledgment of public urban policy. Additionally airport 
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consultative processes are recognized as increasingly inclusive and as occurring beyond 
statutory requirements. Airport operators recognize that an increased communicative 
effort is required if they are to gain community support, one senior executive explains:  
“It is a responsibility of us, today’s custodians of the airport, to bring the 
community with us. We need to listen, we need to hear about the land use issues, and we 
need to do all of that together as a community. Because if we don’t, the community will 
bear one side of the debate and the airport will be on the other”. 
 
Environment and land use 
It is clear that the changing role of airports in Australia will ultimately involve their 
continued expansion as both aviation transport hubs and retail and commercial 
destinations (AAL, 2009; BAC, 2009; CA, 2009). It is also evident that surrounding 
urban and regional commercial and residential development will continue to increase 
and intensify (May & Hill, 2006; BRC, 2010). This mutual escalation of development is 
associated with an array of reciprocal social and biophysical environmental impacts.  
Across the case studies, Inter-jurisdictional fragmentation in decision-making; 
independent scope of environmental parameters; and inadequate mechanisms for 
improved land use planning have been identified as prominent themes from the analysis 
of ‘environment and land use’.  
Inter-jurisdictional fragmentation in decision-making  
Inter-jurisdictional fragmentation was recognized by stakeholders on both sides of the 
fence as contributing to piecemeal decision-making on environmental issues. However, 
there was consensus that over time aspects of jurisdictional responsibility are being 
partially resolved as stakeholders become increasingly familiar with alternate 
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environmental management frameworks. One local government stakeholder offered this 
insight:  
“I think within the boundaries of the airport and in the region you can get really 
good decisions about the management of environmental issues, it is just the cross 
boundary jurisdictional issues that are most difficult”. 
 Further, a state government representative highlighted that while important 
environmental linkages exist there is limited integration or coordination between the 
airport and the region: “There isn’t any integrated framework which deals with the 
multiplicity of environmental issues for the airport and the region, there are linkages 
everywhere and they are not necessarily coordinated”.  
In one case study region a local government executive outlines how they are 
endeavoring to move forward regarding airport and regional land use planning: “We 
have informal information sharing around adjacent airport and regional developments 
- what we are trying to do is make sure the requirements we are asking from one 
development compared to the other are not too ridiculous”.  
Stakeholders agree that the disjuncture on the requirements and considerations 
for environmental reporting mean that airport and regional environmental management 
will never be seamless. Nonetheless government stakeholders across the case studies 
believe that the establishment of state government administered regional planning 
frameworks may provide the necessary jurisdictional directives and regulation for an 
increasingly integrated approach to regional environmental management. A local 
government participant outlined that: “Probably the most appropriate vehicle for 
airport and regional environmental management would be regional or sub regional 
planning”.  
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Independent scope of environmental parameters 
The shortcomings of jurisdictional administration are again reflected within the key 
theme of independent scope of environmental parameters. Not only are many 
stakeholders seeking direction on who is responsible for what, they are also unclear on 
‘what’ requires detailed consideration. The disjuncture on the requirements and 
considerations for environmental reporting across jurisdictions is a continuing source of 
frustration for all stakeholders. A state government departmental manager highlights the 
issue: “The environmental decision-making being made is very fragmentary; part of the 
problem is the range of stakeholders involved in defining, monitoring and applying the 
range of environmental parameters”. 
The impacts of many environmental externalities are not able to be contained to 
a particular site or situation. Key environmental concerns highlighted across the case 
studies include storm water runoff, flood mitigation, and noise. All stakeholders agree 
that a clearer direction and awareness of reciprocal and interface biophysical 
environmental impacts is needed to be included within all strategic planning 
documentation. An airport executive highlights the issues around water quality: 
“The urbanization of the areas around airports is a concern for water quality 
issues both on and off the airport and requires management to not exacerbate on 
airport issues - this needs to be a significant environmental measure”.  
The anticipated cooperative understanding of environmental impacts was also 
extended to include further consideration of social environmental parameters (and their 
forecasting) within stakeholder strategic planning. In all of the case study regions, 
research participants acknowledged that collective and agreed understanding of 
demographic trends, and socio-economic parameters such as population density, 
household type and employment were required. Additionally, cooperative strategies for 
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a range of expected, challenging and creative economic and environmental scenarios 
would be essential. A senior local government executive explains:  
 “The gap is how well airport and regional land use decisions may link into a 
regional or sub regional framework. Are the decisions made about developments 
ensuring they are contributing to a greater physical and social environmental benefit 
beyond their jurisdictions, indifferent or making it worse? And I don’t think we can 
answer those very well because they are not studied”. 
Inadequate mechanisms for improved land use planning  
There are currently limited mechanisms to assist in the mitigation of negative 
environmental impact and promote cooperative and integrated airport and regional land 
use planning. When considering the airport within its urban context the issue of aircraft 
noise is one of the foremost concerns. More specifically airport stakeholders were 
universally concerned about the use of Australia Noise Exposure Forecasts (ANEF) 
contours as a regional planning tool. Airport corporations recognize that members of the 
community and local government have been interpreting the boundaries of ANEF as 
indicating that there is no noise exposure beyond the contour line, this is not the case: 
“We can probably start with better measurement metrics then ANEF. We need a 
better way to relate to the community and to everyone actual noise impacts”.  
“Aircraft noise does not stop at the line on a map, we know that many noise 
complaints come from beyond the contours. The ANEF is not an effective tool for 
ensuring a community is not impacted by the operation of an airport”.  
In addition, they agree urban and regional stakeholders need to continue to 
consider airport and regional land use planning as a three dimensional spatial exercise 
with the detailed inclusion of Obstacle Limitation Surface (OLS) and Procedures for Air 
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Navigation Services - Aircraft Operations (PANS-OPS) in all strategic land use 
planning documents. One airport manager recognized that the complexity of these 
airspace management systems may have limited their more detailed application in a 
regional planning, but asserts that: “There needs to be the recognition and a discussion 
around city building heights and a better government understanding of the implications 
for the airport”.  
Across the case studies key points of environmental difference relate largely to 
the locational context of the airport and region. Each of the case studies has distinct 
climatic conditions, geography, flora, fauna and regional demographics. These 
differences are further apparent when considering the detail of the environmental 
parameters included in regional environmental strategic planning and the legislatively 
required Airport Environment Strategies.  
Economic development and land use 
Results from the Forums highlight that stakeholders recognize it is increasingly 
important to consider the induced economic impacts of airport and regional land use 
planning, as a catalyst for broader business and tourism opportunity. Across the case 
studies a significant and recurring theme within the land use and economic interface is 
the limited acknowledgment of reciprocal economic impacts. That is the requirement for 
all stakeholders to recognize the actual and potential reciprocal economic impacts 
between an airport and the surrounding urban and regional environment.  
Limited acknowledgment of reciprocal economic impacts 
Stakeholders agree that airports are significant drivers of local, regional and national 
economic development by means of their aviation function. However the consensus of 
airport stakeholders was that whilst the economic significance of the airport is 
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recognized by governments and business, there is not a broader community appreciation 
of the economic benefits. An airport executive sums up the sentiment: 
“In terms of economic development, the role the airport plays needs to be 
integrated and articulated into a framework so that people can recognize and 
understand the benefit the airport brings”.  
The economic significance of an airport to a region and the argument against 
constraining airport development is often expressed in hundreds of thousands of dollars, 
and thousands of jobs, lost to the regional economy (BAC, 2009). With this in mind it is 
understood that aviation-based airport economic development is unique, and therefore 
entitled to particular planning and development concessions. However the expectation 
from regional stakeholders is that on-airport commercial development is not in 
(economic) conflict with local and regional retail and commercial services. They are 
cautious of on-airport non-aeronautical retail and commercial developments (away from 
terminals) which are perceived to draw regional customers away from existing urban 
centers. A government representative considered that on-airport development must 
recognize regional ‘centers’ policy and seek to establish commercial point of difference: 
“the airport needs to ensure economic development opportunities are diverse and 
appropriate, looking towards value adding non-aviation development, not regional 
duplication”. A local government planner confirmed that “In terms of the (commercial) 
economic ambitions between the airport and the city, there is tension”. 
Stakeholders recognize an airport needs to diversify its revenue streams to 
ensure it is economically resilient and able to withstand unexpected and rapid change in 
the demand for aviation services. They also acknowledge that mutually beneficial and 
cooperatively developed airport and regional economic development is necessary. 
However detailed and cooperative economic planning is difficult to achieve in 
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consideration of commercial-in-confidence issues and what many stakeholders 
acknowledge as competing priorities and interests. One airport executive believes 
regional planning could be more proactive and has been too focused on airport business 
and indeed missed land use planning opportunities:  
“I think what is interesting, is to think about what complementary development 
for the airport, or even competitive development with the airport, has been planned for 
the land around airports in the region. Probably the great missed planning opportunity 
is how development occurs around the airport”. 
An airport and regional land use planning consultancy representative, who has 
worked on both sides of the fence, believes that the lack of integrated airport and 
regional planning and development is a result of differing timeframes and divergent 
agendas.   
“The point really is synchronization – for example at --------- airport, after 
redevelopment you have an airport with aviation capacity beyond regional tourism and 
transport infrastructure capacity. We need to look at the drivers of a region and 
synchronize all aspect of airport and regional development. I don’t know how you 
actually do that because there are different timelines and certainly different agendas”.   
A telling difference between the case studies is how the airport is considered 
within the strategic policy documents of their respective regions. Regional stakeholders 
struggle to find an appropriate designation for what was once the airport. In Brisbane 
City Council’s ‘City Plan’ the airport is designated as a ‘Special Purpose Centre’ which 
allows for much of the retail, commercial and aviation functions which currently exist 
on the airport. However, the Queensland Governments’ South-East Queensland 
Regional Plan (to which local government planning should be aligned) designates the 
airport a ‘specialist activity centre’ with a focus on ‘specialised economic activity, 
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employment or education rather than having a retail function’ (SEQRP, 2009, p. 97). In 
South Australia the West Torrens City Council has a specific ‘Adelaide Airport Zone’ 
which considers the airports aviation role, but makes little allowance or 
acknowledgement of its retail and commercial precincts. Canberra airport has been 
denoted as an ‘activity node’ in the Canberra Spatial Plan (the ACT Governments 
strategic plan), yet in the National Capital Plan – which takes precedence over the 
Spatial Plan – the airport is a ‘Designated Employment Centre’.  In more than a decade 
since privatization urban and regional planners and policy makers continue to struggle 
with the changing role of airports and the means by which they may be acknowledged, 
incorporated and included with the broader urban framework. 
Despite inconsistency in the designation of the airports, regional stakeholders 
agree that airport policy recognition has assisted integration.  They appreciate that 
airport master planning is increasingly acknowledging and incorporating off-airport 
infrastructure and regional land use zoning terminology.   
Infrastructure and land use 
All case study stakeholders acknowledge the effective planning and provision of 
transport infrastructure is a difficult process compounded by the long lead times and 
large budgets associated with many of the necessary projects. Disputed impacts on 
transport infrastructures and inadequate coordination of infrastructure delivery have 
been identified as key themes across the case studies. Disputed impact relates largely to 
accounting for the use of a range of infrastructures in consideration of actual and 
proposed land use both on and off the airport. Inadequate coordination is the recognition 
of who is responsible for the provision of infrastructure, and when, in light of the 
demand generated by direct and indirect use.  
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Disputed impacts on transport infrastructures   
Regional stakeholders believe the development of airports as multi-use commercial and 
retail centers are contributing to regional road congestion. As such there is pressure for 
airports to (further) financially contribute to the planning and development of off-airport 
roadway infrastructure. Airport stakeholders have a different view, as one manager 
explains:  
“Airports will not be contributing to off-airport infrastructure unless they want 
to. We won’t be forced to. Passengers don’t holiday, do business, or meet families and 
have their family reunions at airports. They leave the airport and go out in the 
community where they spend money and share the wealth”.  
As outlined here by a state departmental manager many of the state and territory 
governments are not in the financial position to implement transport infrastructure 
improvements in the short to medium term:    
“I would just like to say that I think the view that the airport shouldn’t 
contribute to any off-site infrastructure might be fine if you could get government to say 
‘ok, we’ll fund it’, but they can’t, the money isn’t there”. 
Airport stakeholders believe they have contributed enormously to on-airport 
infrastructure which is of substantial benefit to the region. An airport manager explains: 
“We fund and build a lot of infrastructure on site and that is not well 
understood. Airports around Australia have invested 100s of millions of dollars in 
airport infrastructure just to bring the airports up to a world class standard”.  
They also highlight that their infrastructure development has long been planned 
for and carefully managed in stages, while the regional stakeholders’ ad hoc approach to 
infrastructure delivery is in fact the cause of much regional congestion. “The airport 
has a staged development approach, is the surrounding infrastructure keeping pace?”  
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Inadequate coordination of infrastructure delivery  
How airport and regional transport infrastructure is forecast, managed and 
financed has been central to much of the airport and regional planning debate. All 
stakeholders agree these connections are critical in ensuring the efficient use of the 
airport as a regional aviation hub and economic generator. While they recognize the 
importance of integrated infrastructure planning, the links between airport and regional 
land use approvals and the impact on infrastructure demand is not comprehensively 
sequenced or modeled in any of the case studies. A local government planner offered 
this vision: “The vision for infrastructure – an agreed foundation of governance and 
policy, which is not about control, but is a coordination of growth amongst all 
stakeholders”. 
The negotiation and establishment of infrastructure agreements regarding 
coordination and contribution equity are considered of high importance by all 
stakeholders. They agree that there should be no conjecture as to who is responsible for 
the provision and payment of utilities and transport infrastructures. It is recognized that 
initiation, implementation and integration of this infrastructure needs to be facilitated 
through appropriate cooperative arrangements, long term planning strategies, effective 
communication and committed agreements. There is evidence that case study 
stakeholders are beginning to initiate and negotiate ad hoc planning and agreements for 
a range of infrastructures through context driven arrangements beyond any statutory 
responsibility. These arrangements have included in lieu infrastructure contributions, 
memorandums of understanding, management contracts and construction finance. 
Airports are cautious here not to be seen to as admitting liability, but just facilitating the 
required infrastructure to support their core aviation business.  
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One airport executive instrumental in the establishment of such an arrangement 
offered this insight:   
“Recognition of the complexity and the range of ways that airports are, and may 
be, involved in funding and constructing infrastructure (within the fabric of a city) are 
important emergent facts”. 
Discussion 
The following discussion will proceed in two parts. First, it will explore the potential 
contributions this research may make to urban planning knowledge more broadly. It is 
considered here that this work may offer insight into a range of issues at the intersection 
of private and public land use policy; planning and priority. That is, do the themes 
identified resonate beyond the airport context and highlight current and future 
considerations for the continuing privileging of market demand in urban planning 
decision-making?     
Secondly, the application of the conceptual framework of interfaces has 
provided a valuable device to assist in the interpretation of airport and regional land use 
planning and development. This framework has allowed for focused examinations of 
stakeholder attitudes and perceptions and resulted in the identification of key airport and 
regional land use planning themes within four significant interface domains (Table 3). 
However, an important priority in the following discussion will be to ensure that the 
acknowledged interdependent nature of the interfaces model is also reflected in the 
research outcomes. As such three cross cutting issues will be highlighted which 
critically reflect the underlying concerns of the identified interface themes. 
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Land Use & 
Governance  
Land Use & 
Environment  
Land Use & Economic 
Development 
Land Use & 
Infrastructure 
• Legislation limits 
consultation  
• Divergent planning 
processes and 
priority. 
 
• Inter-jurisdictional 
fragmentation in 
decision-making 
• Independent scope 
of environmental 
parameters 
• Inadequate 
mechanisms for 
improved land use 
planning 
• Limited 
acknowledgment of 
reciprocal 
economic impacts. 
• Disputed impacts 
on transport 
infrastructures 
• Inadequate 
coordination of 
infrastructure 
delivery 
Table 3. Airport and Regional Land Use Planning Themes 
Broader urban contributions of the research 
Several implications may be drawn from this research when considering market 
orientated approaches to broader urban planning policy and practice. First, this research 
shows it is important to ensure that prescriptive communicative approaches to 
consultation (DITRDG, 2009a; 2011a) do not inhibit or crowd out other valuable 
informal interactions between stakeholders. Purcell (2009) recognises the 
communicative turn in planning is not always supported as providing the best 
framework for managing neo-liberalisation. Prescriptive process has the potential to 
provide the private entity with consultative practices that are widely accepted as 
‘democratic’ but do not (or cannot) fundamentally challenge existing relations of power 
(p. 141). This research indicates that informal networks, based in good faith, have 
assisted in advancing airport and regional land use planning, albeit on an ad hoc basis. 
Second, this research shows that when establishing divergent and separated 
public / private planning processes, transparency and access to information should be 
priorities where appropriate. How a project is initially planned and managed are 
significant factors in establishing goodwill and stakeholder support. Healey (2007) 
recognises that the neoliberal approach has ‘helped create diffuse and fragmented urban 
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governance landscapes’, which raise questions about accountability and legitimacy of 
agendas when the boundary between public and private sectors is blurred (p. 19).  
Third, within the analysis of land use and environment several shortcomings 
with implications for broader urban planning were identified. There are lessons to be 
learned for cooperative and compatible land use planning relating to fragmented 
decision-making and an unclear scope of mutually reliant issues. As such the 
cooperative acknowledgment and forecasting of local and regional demographic trends 
and socio-economic parameters was recognised as significant.  Additionally, the 
establishment of stakeholder agreed spatial planning models may be able to better assist 
land use planning. de Jong et al., (2008) argue that not only are joint strategies for 
spatial development required, but a regional governance approach is necessary - 
traditional planning allows for little innovation; providing plans, maps and geographic 
representations to deal with an issue of increasing complexity (p. 3). Further, there is an 
imperative need for spatial strategy making and understanding the spatial consequences 
of neoliberal planning policies (Sager, 2011).  
Fourth, this work highlights the range of ‘negotiated’ settlements occurring 
between public and private stakeholders beyond statutory responsibility.  These 
arrangements are principally occurring around off-airport infrastructure contributions. 
Caution may be warranted when considering the potential for land use planning 
relationships, processes and outcomes to become defined by ad hoc and individual 
interest-based bargaining around in lieu rates and infrastructure agreements. These 
processes (and economic mechanisms for conflict resolution) are neither inclusive nor 
collaborative and indeed involve the shifting of power between stakeholders (Innes & 
Booher, 2004). There needs to be clarity and accountability surrounding any 
concessions acquired or received in land use planning approvals. 
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Interdependent issues across the interfaces 
The range of identified interface themes will be briefly considered in the context of the 
broader literature to assist in acknowledging and identifying those issues which cut 
across the interfaces and convey the current circumstance of airport and regional land 
use planning in Australia.   
The changing role of airports in Australia is a consequence of privatization and 
the adoption of shareholder focused business models - they are now required to be more 
than breakeven aviation infrastructure installations (Hooper et al., 2000; Freestone, 
2011). Airports have embraced the notion of an ‘airport city’ and emerged, in part, as 
profitable regionally focused industrial, commercial and retail destinations (Kasarda, 
2001; Güller & Güller, 2003). In consideration of all the identified interface themes this 
significant transformation has resulted in competing priorities and interests between 
airports and regional stakeholders.  
Much past, and present, airport and regional land use planning will ensure that 
compatible and integrated land use is often not possible (May & Hill, 2006). However 
the better management of reciprocal impacts is achievable where they are supported by 
effective policy frameworks (Blanton, 2004; Graham, 2008). The themes identified here 
reveal a similar position, while adding to the causal understanding of the difficulties 
faced in the Australian context. The current legislation under which Australian airports 
are managed, and the competing policy frameworks for land use planning in the local 
and regional contexts, presents themselves as significant cross cutting issues.   
The identified themes acknowledge a general discord in the coordination and 
decision-making of airport and regional land use planning. This was also a key focus of 
the National Aviation Policy Review in addition to being a predominant thesis in review 
36 
 
of the emergent literature regarding Australian airport and regional planning (Donnet et 
al., 2008; Freestone & Baker, 2010; Stevens et al., 2010; Freestone, 2011). 
The thematic extraction and case study analysis outlined within this paper has 
identified that land use planning within and surrounding Australian airports does not 
support compatible and integrated land use. In review of the collective themes across 
the interface domains this research has made it possible to offer three principal concerns 
which are contributing to the fragmentation of airport and regional land use planning: 
(1) current legislative and policy frameworks; 
(2) competing stakeholder priorities and interests; and  
(3) inadequate coordination and disjointed decision-making.  
Conclusion 
The confluence of aviation policy and urban planning is a result of the role airports are 
now playing in connecting regional, national and global linkages. Airports are critical 
infrastructure in the economy of the 21st century. However their privatization and the 
legislative and policy arrangements under which they continue to be managed highlights 
a systemic problem of poor coordination between commonwealth, state, territory and 
local government planning. 
The work reported in this paper demonstrates that there is a level of consistency 
in the problems faced by cohorts of stakeholders across the case studies. It is important 
to recognize however that each case study has distinctly different economic, social, 
environmental, infrastructure and governance and demographic drivers. As such, these 
regional context factors reveal that much of the effort for cooperative and integrated 
airport and regional planning needs to be negotiated at a local and regional level. 
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Whilst the White Paper has forwarded commitments to reinforcing the 
communicative mechanisms for airport and regional dialogue, there appears to be little 
in the way of mechanisms for genuine planning assistance, or indeed the provision to 
any party, other than the Australian Government, significant influence in the planning 
processes. The future of airport master planning and surrounding urban policy 
coordination lie within negotiated understanding and agreement beyond statutory and 
legislative frameworks. The lack of promotion or consideration for the development of 
regional context driven spatial frameworks within the White Paper is obvious in its 
absence and in light of this research the fragmentary themes at the root of incompatible 
land use planning, are yet to be addressed. 
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